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This Reply Brief is in response to the Examiner's Answer dated March 16, 2009. 

Appellants' independent claims narrowly recite a process gas "consisting of CO, C0 2 , 
or at least one of these molecules in combination with one or more of H 2 , NH 3 , H 2 0, N 2 or an 
inert gas." Thus, at least one of CO, C0 2 must be included in the claimed process gas, and 
these are the only oxygen containing molecules that can be included in the claimed process 
gas (except possibly H 2 0). That is, the process gas in each of Claims 1, 27 and 28 cannot 
include 0 2 , which is the conventional plasma process. As discussed in the Appeal Brief, 
Appellants' specification shows the benefits of using this claimed process gas, which 
eliminates conventional 0 2 from the process gas. 

The cited reference to Suda et al. discloses, in detail, a process for manufacturing a 
magnetic head device by etching a substrate using a dry etch 0 2 plasma. Suda et al. also 
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mentions that "[i]t is possible to use other gases that contain oxygen, such as CO, C0 2 , NO, 
etc. that can generate oxygen plasma." 1 The Examiner's Answer concludes that this amounts 
to a teaching of a "small group of gases that may be used as alternatives to oxygen when 
making oxygen plasma." Appellants do not agree. 

First, on its face, the quoted language teaches only that it is possible to use any gas 
that contains oxygen in the etching process. The listing of CO, C0 2 and NO provides only 
representative examples as evidenced by "etc." Applicants maintain that Suda et al. discloses 
a broad range of oxygen gases can be used to generate a plasma, and there is no stated 
preference for using CO and/or C0 2 over other gases including oxygen. 

Second, the general statement in Suda et al. is not a teaching that a plasma generated 
from any oxygen-containing gas is equivalent to a plasma generated from 0 2 in the sense that 
all of these plasmas will achieve the same results. One of ordinary skill in the art understands 
that an 0 2 plasma will achieve different results from a plasma generated with other gases 
which merely include oxygen. Even assuming that 0 2 plasmas and other plasmas generated 
from a gas including oxygen are equivalent or "substitues"as the Examiner's Answer asserts, 
this can only amount to a teaching that such plasmas are equivalent in the context of the 
etching process of Suda et al. Applicants do not agree with the assertion in the Examiner's 
Answer that an etching process "is a cleaning process." 

One of ordinary skill in the art would not predict, or even expect, that plasmas which 
behave equivalently for an etching process would also behave equivalently in a chamber 
cleaning process. Applicants maintain that it would not be obvious for one of ordinary skill 
in the art to select CO or C0 2 from the many possible gases containing oxygen, and apply this 
selected gas to the chamber cleaning process of Yeh et al. 



1 Suda et al. at paragraph [0082]. 
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For the reasons discussed above, and in the Appeal Brief, the rejection of Claims 1,3- 
4, 7-8, and 10-30 is improper and should be withdrawn. 
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